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MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  (PRODUCTIOH 
AMD  LOGISTICS) 

COMPTROLLER  OF  THE  OEPARTMEMT  OF  DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT  SECtETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  (FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  (FIKAIICIAL 
MANAGEMENT  AND  COMPTROLLER) 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

SUBJECT:  Congressional  Request  for  Audit  of  Quarters  7  at  Fort 
Myer  and  Other  General  and  Flag  Officers'  Quarters 
(Report  No.  93-020) 


We  are  providing  this  report  for  your  inforaation  and  use. 

We  perfomed  the  audit  at  the  request  of  Senator  Williaa  V.  Roth. 
Jr. .  who  ashed  that  we  look  into  the  renovations  of  Quarters  7  at 
Port  Myer  and  that  a  saaple  be  taken  of  siailar  general  and  flag 
officers'  quarters.  The  Senator  also  requested  that  we  determine 
whether  spouses  of  general  and  flag  officers  were  involved  in  the 
Governnent  decisiorasaking  process  for  renovating  and  furnishing 
these  quarters. 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  issued  on  Septeaber  11.  1992. 
Manageaent  consents  were  not  required  and  none  were  received. 
Consents  are  also  not  required  for  this  report.  If  you  wish  to 
connent,  please  do  so  by  Deceaber  7,  1992. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  this  audit,  please  contact 
Mr.  Wayne  Million,  Prograa  Director  at  (703)  692-2991 
(DSN  222-2991) .  The  planned  distribution  of  this  report  is 
listed  in  Appendix  C.  We  appreciate  the  courtesies  extended  to 
the  audit  staff. 


Robert  J.  Lieb 


Lieberaan 
Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


cc: 

Secretary  of  the  Aray 
Secretary  of  the  Navy 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
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introduction.  This  audit  is  tho  result  of  a  congressional 
request  Iron  Senator  Willian  V.  Roth,  Jr.,  to  review  the  cost  of 
renovating  Quarters  7  on  Fort  Myer,  Virginia,  and  to  review  a 
sanple  of  similar  quarters.  Senator  Roth  was  concerned  about  the 
process  of  who  determined  the  need  for  improvements  and  whether 
the  improvements  were  more  extensive  than  necessary.  The  Army 
spent  $199,591  in  FY  1990  to  renovate  Quarters  7  for  use  by  the 
Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff. 

Since  1984,  Congress  has  required  DoD  to  submit  a  detailed  budget 
justification  for  maintenance  and  repair  projects  for  General  and 
Flag  Officers'  Quarters  (GFOQ) .  To  control  expenditures  for 
these  high-cost  units.  Congress  required  that  the  total 
expenditures  for  maintenance  and  repair  on  each  GFOQ  be  limited 
to  $25,000  per  year  unless  specifically  included  in  the  annual 
budget  justification.  In  addition,  DoO  must  notify  Congress  when 
maintenance  and  repair  costs  for  a  unit  will  exceed  the  amount  in 
the  approved  budget  by  the  lesser  of  25  percent  or  $5,000,  or 
when  the  $25,000  threshold  will  be  exceeded  for  a  unit  that  was 
not  identified  in  the  budget.  For  FYs  1988  through  1990,  DoD 
expended  $56  million  in  maintenance,  repair,  and  improvements  for 
GFOQ.  In  FY  1990,  DoD  operated  990  GFOQ,  of  which  137  were 
located  in  the  National  Capital  Region. 

Objectives.  The  objectives  of  this  audit  were  to  validate  the 
cost  of  the  renovation  of  Quarters  7  at  Fort  Myer,  validate  costs 
for  a  sample  of  other  similar  quarters,  and  review  the  decision 
process  on  the  need  for  and  extent  of  the  iprovements  for  GFOQ. 

Audit  Results.  We  found  no  problems  with  the  renovation  of 
Quarters  7  at  Fort  Myer  or  11  similar  quarters  within  the 
National  Capital  Region.  Improvements  to  the  GFOQ  were  properly 
planned  and  approved  by  appropriate  Government  personnel. 

Internal  Controls.  No  material  internal  control  weaknesses  were 
identified.  See  Part  I  for  details  on  our  internal  control 
review. 


Management  Comments.  Management  comments  are  not  required. 


The  Inspector  General,  DoD,  received  a  request  dated 
September  20,  1990,  from  Senator  William  V.  Roth,  Jr.,  (Appendix 
A)  to  audit  the  renovation  cost  of  Quarters  7  at  Fort  Myer, 

Virginia,  and  to  sample  other  similar  quarters.  On  February  1, 
1991,  GAO  announced  its  review  of  the  renovation  costs  for 
General  and  Flag  Officers'  Quarters  (GFOQ)  and  Distinguished 

Visitors  Quarters  (DVQ)  at  Bolling  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  in 
response  to  a  request  from  Senator  Sam  Nunn.  However,  to 

preclude  duplication,  GAO  requested  that  the  Inspector  General, 
DoD,  include  Bolling  AFB  in  the  Fort  Hyer  audit  in  order  to 
addresu  similar  concerns  expressed  by  Senator  Nunn.  The 

Inspector  General,  DoD,  agreed  to  review  the  potential  for  these 
allegations  at  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  installations  within  the 
National  Capital  Region  (NCR) . 

This  report  only  discusses  the  results  of  our  review  of  the 

renovation  cost  of  Qtiarters  7  at  Fort  Myer  and  at  other  similar 
quarters  per  Senator  Roth's  request.  Our  review  of  quarters  at 
Bolling  AFB,  per  Senator  Nunn's  request,  will  be  issued  in  a 
separate  report  (Project  No.  lCG-5007.02) ;  our  review  of  the 
renovation  costs  of  DVQ  at  Fort  Myer  will  also  be  issued  in  a 
separate  report  (Project  No.  lCG-5007.00) . 


General  and  Flag  Officers'  Quarters  are  Government-provided 
quarters  for  officers  with  the  rank  of  brigadier  general  (0-7) 
and  above.  General  policy  in  the  Military  Departments  is  that 
GFOQ  are  to  be  maintained  in  an  excellent  state  of  repair, 
commensurate  witli  the  ramc  of  the  occupant  and  the  age  and 
historic  significance  of  the  building.  Accordingly,  GFOQ  are  the 
most  expensive  family  housing  units  in  DoD.  The  age,  size,  and 
historic  and  architectural  significance  of  GFOQ  tend  to  escalate 
their  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

Since  1984,  congress  has  required  DoD  to  submit  a  detailed  budget 
justification  for  maintenance  and  repair  projects  for  each  GFOQ. 
To  control  expenditures  for  these  high-cost  dwellings.  Congress 
required  that  the  total  amount  of  all  obligations  for  maintenance 
and  repair  on  each  GFOQ  be  limited  to  $25,000  per  year  unless 
specifically  included  in  the  annual  budget  justification.  In 
addition,  congress  must  be  notified  when  maintenance  and  repair 
costs  for  a  unit  will  exceed  the  budget  submission  by  the  lesser 
of  25  percent  or  $5,000.  Congress  must  also  be  notified  when  the 
$25,000  threshold  will  be  exceeded  for  a  unit  not  requested  in 
the  budget.  Funding  for  GFOQ  is  included  as  part  of  the  Fully 
Housing  Defense  appropriation.  For  FYs  1988  through  1990,  DoD 


expended  $56  million  in  maintenance,  repair,  and  improvements  for 
GFOQ.  In  FY  1990,  DoD  operated  990  GFOQ,  of  which  137  were 
located  in  the  NCR.  The  GFOQ  are  managed  by  the  Military 
Department  responsible  for  the  installation  on  which  the  GFOQ  are 
located. 


The  objectives  of  this  audit  were  to: 

o  validate  the  cost  of  the  renovation  of  Quarters  7,  at 
Fort  Myer, 

o  sample  and  validate  costs  of  similar  quarters,  and 

o  review  the  decision  process  on  the  need  for  and  extent  of 
the  improvements  for  GFOQ. 

SgORt 

A  total  of  $11.7  mill5.on  was  expended  from  FYs  1988  through  1990 
for  the  137  GFOQ  within  the  NCR.  We  selected  12  (8.7  percent)  of 
the  137  GFOQ.  Eight  Army  and  Navy  GFOQ  were  selected  because 
they  had  the  highest  average  maintenance  costs  during  the  FYs 
1988  to  1990  period.  The  four  other  GFOQ  were  specifically 

mentioned  in  the  complainant's  allegations  to  Senator  Nunn. 

Approximately  $3.0  million  (25.3  percent  of  $11.7  million)  was 

expended  on  these  12  GFOQ  during  this  time  period.  Our 

evaluation  included  a  icview  of  all  operation,  maintenance,  and 
improvement  records  for  each  of  the  12  GFOQ  and  a  review  of 
related  contracts. 

This  economy  and  efficiency  audit  was  made  from  January  1991 

through  August  1992  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards  issued 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  as  implemented  by 
the  Inspector  General,  DoD.  Accordingly,  the  audit  included  such 
tests  of  internal  controls  that  were  considered  necessary.  He 
considered  computer-generated  data  used  in  the  performance  of  our 
audit  generally  relieUale.  He  compared  the  manual  GFOQ  annual 
management  reports  to  the  automated  data  that  Family  Housing  and 
Civil  Engineering  Offices  maintained.  Materials  that  the  Air 
Force  Family  Housing  office  purchased  with  a  Government  credit 
card  were  added  to  the  Civil  Engineering  automated  data  to 
complete  the  comparison.  The  activities  visited  or  contacted  are 
listed  in  Appendix  B. 


ittrntJl  C9tttyttli 

t  avaluatad  intamal  controls  ralatsd  to  ths  oparation, 
ilntenancs,  and  iaprcvemant  of  gfoq.  W«  also  avaluated  tha 
ntamal  controls  applicabla  to  contracting  procedures.  Our 
Jdit  disclosed  no  aaterial  internal  control  daficiencias. 

bhar  Audits  and  Kariaws 

lie  General  Accounting  Office  issued  Report  No.  NSAID  90-241  (OSO 
ase  No.  8285-A) ,  "Aray  Housing  Overcharges  and  Inefficient  Use 
f  On-Base  Lodging  Divert  Training  Funds,”  Sapteaiber  1990.  The 
sport  stated  that  some  charges  for  transient  quarters  were  used 
0  provide  expansive  aaenities  to  DVQ.  The  report  recosaended 
bat  the  Secretary  of  the  A*^y  provide  sore  specific  guidance  to 
oasanders  on  tha  types  and  quality  of  furnishings  appropriate 
or  transient  quarters.  Tha  Secretary  of  tha  Arsy  agreed  with 
ha  recomandations  and  issued  guidance  to  iaplasant  the 
ecosaandations.  The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  DoD, 
eviewed  the  issued  guidance;  no  additional  follow-up  review  was 
squired. 

be  Office  of  the  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Departaental 
nquiries,  DoD,  issued  Report  No.  S90C00000066,  "Abuse  of 
osition  by  Conoanding  Generals  on  Fort  Irwin,  California,” 
cvcsber  7,  1990.  The  report  stated  that  the  foraer  conanding 
eneral  (prior  to  1990)  did  not  abuse  his  position  in  landscaping 
ort  Irwin  by  purchasing  $50,000  in  flora  froa  his  son's  Boy 
cout  troop,  and  that  the  1990  Conaanding  General  did  not  edjuse 
is  position  by  landscaping  his  quarters  with  a  costly  pala  tree; 
owevar,  the  cost  of  the  landscaping  was  not  prudent. 

he  Office  of  the  iuisistant  Inspector  General  for  Departaental 
nquiries,  DoD,  issued  Report  No.  90L-46827,  ”Allegatior.s  of 
isconduct  Involving  Major  General  [Naae  Deleted],  D.S.  Amy," 
oveaber  8,  1990.  The  report  stated  that  allegations  of  vasts  of 
oney  by  the  major  general  to  reaodel  his  ailitary  quartern,  to 
onvart  a  post  gyanasiua  to  a  s)uiting  rink,  and  to  reaodel  the 
illtary  quarters  formerly  used  as  the  Coaaandiiig  General's 
esidence  were  unsubstantiated. 

he  Inspector  General,  Departaent  of  the  Aray  (Investigations 
ivision) ,  issued  Report  Nos.  28-90  and  90T47484,  "Allegation 
gainst  Major  General  [Naae  Deleted] ,  Coaaander  7th  Infantry 
ivision  (ID)  and  Fort  ord,"  October  19,  1990,  and  October  24, 
990,  respectively.  Allegations  that  the  major  general  used 
ovemaent  funds  to  refurbish  his  quarters,  to  refinish  his 
ovemaent  office,  to  lease  a  ainivan,  to  purchase  Motorola 
elephones,  and  to  purchase  sod  for  the  Fort  Ord  visitors'  Center 
ere  unsubstantiated. 
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The  Mas -J  Audit  Service  issued  Heport  Ho.  C12536,  "raaily  Housing 
Proqraa  at  Karine  Corps  Base,  Caep  Pendleton,  California," 
September  4,  1987.  The  Nava.'.  Audit  Service  identified  inaccurate 
reporting  of  ground  maintenance  costs  for  four  general  and 
two  senior  officers'  quarters  and  other  unreported  maintenance 
costs  for  two  general  officers'  quarters  in  PYs  1985  and  1985. 
The  report  recommended  that  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 
direct  that  the  base  reduce  its  grounds  maintenance  costs  for  the 
six  quarters  to  a  reasonable  level,  report  all  costs  allocable  to 
the  general  officers'  quarters,  and  assign  grounds  care 
responsibility  to  occupants  of  the  senior  officers'  quarters. 
The  Commandant  of  the  Karine  Corps  agreed  to  taXe  tiie  recemsended 
actions.  The  report  also  recommended  that  tha  Marine  Corps 
establish  discrete  job  order  numoers  for  all  maintenance  and 
repairs  to  general  officers'  quarters,  ensure  that  the  reports 
contain  actual  costs,  and  report  all  operations  and  maintenancs 
costs  of  vacant  general  officers'  quarters.  The  base  commander 
concurred  and  took  corrective  action. 

Discussioa 

Kanaiement  costs  for  OPOQ.  The  three  cost  categories  tor 
management  of  GFOQ  comprise  mainte  .ance  and  repair,  operations, 
and  improvements . 

o  Maintenance  includes  preservation,  repair,  and 
restcration  of  real  property  so  that  the  property  ma.”  be 
effectively  used  for  its  designated  purpose.  Military 
regvlationr  define  maintenance  as  repairs  to  the  structure  and 
surrounding  areas  so  as  to  preserve  the  Government's  investment 
in  the  quarters.  The  areas  for  repair  include  dwellings, 
grounds,  other  real  property,  and  exterior  utilities. 

o  Operations  are  defined  as  those  items  and  se^-vicss 
that  allow  day-to-day  residency  in  the  unit,  such  as  initial 
acquisition,  maintenance,  and  repair  and  replacement  of 
furniture,  furnishings,  and  utility  services.  Congress  t.  irected 
that  maintenance  and  repair  budgets  on  GPOQ  that  exceed  $25,000 
receive  congressional  approval  through  the  annual  budget 
submitted  by  the  Military  Departments.  There  are  no  funding 
limitations  or  reporting  reqv^iroments  for  operations. 

o  improvements  are  classified  as  alteratioiis, 
conversions,  modernizations,  additions,  expansions,  and 
extensions  that  enhance,  rather  than  repair,  a  facility  ur 
system.  Improvements  must  be  planned,  progreutMd,  and  included 
in  the  annual  budget  submitted  to  Congress. 

The  policy  of  t»  a  Military  Departments  is  to  maintain  GFOQ  in  an 
excellent  state  of  repair,  commensurate  with  the  rank  of  the 
occupant  and  with  the  age  and  historic  significance  of  the 
facility.  Regardless  of  the  factors  involved,  the  Military 
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D«p«rtaMnts  should  follow  ths  prudsnt  landlord  concapt  in  thair 
dacisions  on  oparatinq,  maintaining,  and  improving  GTOQ.  This 
concapt  dictatas  that  a  detarmination  ba  mada  as  to  vhathar  a 
prudant  landlord  in  tha  private  sector  would  accomplish  the 
proposed  action. 

During  our  review,  we  concentrated  on  tha  amount  of  funds 
expended  on  maintenance  and  repairs,  operations,  and 
improvements.  He  evaluated  the  reasonableness  of  tha 
expenditures  based  on  the  criteria  used  in  each  category  and  tha 
wor)c  justification.  Military  regulations-*/  state  that  work  to  ba 
performed  on  quarters  must  be  planned.  These  plans  should 
include  justification  for  the  work  whether  it  is  for  repairs, 
improvement  in  efficiency,  or  cosmetic.  The  pui-pose,  annual 
cost,  frequency,  and  other  factors  determine  whether  costs  are 
reported  to  Congress  through  budget  submission.  Certain 
additional  documentation  must  also  be  submitted  for  repair 
projects  exceeding  $25,000.  For  example,  if  the  3-year  average 
repair  costs  exceed  $25,000,  an  economic  analysis  is  required. 
The  two  categories  of  major  repair  projects  are  whole-house 
projects  and  line  item  improvement  projects. 

Whole- he  ise  oro-teets.  Amy  Regulation  210-13  and  OPNAVIMST 
11101. 19D  define  whole-house  projects  as  a  comprehensive  project 
for  renewing,  upgrading,  modernizing,  renovating,  or 
rehabilitating  a  dwelling  unit  by  doing  all  required  work 
(maintenance,  repair,  or  improvement)  at  one  time. 

Air  Force  Pamphlet  (AFP)  90-6  states  that  the  purpose  of  a  whole- 
house  project  is  to  lover  operation  and  maintenance  costs  and 
provide  a  contemporary  facility  that  will  endure  for  the  next 
20  years. 

Line  item  improvement  program  (LllPl  projects.  The  Amy, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force  regulations  define  LIIP  projects  as  projects 
that  address  specific  components  of  a  GFOQ,  such  as  air 
conditioning  or  kitchens  or  an  area  serving  a  CFOQ,  (for  example, 
master  utility  metering  or  parking  expansion).  The  line  items 
are  "nonwhole-house”  projects  that  address  deficiencies  in  design 
criteria  or  established  living  standards  that  have  evolved  since 
the  dwelling  unit  was  constructed  or  last  improved. 

Both  AR  210-13  and  AFP  90-6  require  an  economic  analysis  to 
detemine  the  best  alternative,  such  as  disposal,  renovation,  or 


i/Arsy  Regulation  (AR)  210-13,  "General/Flag  Officers'  Quarters 
(GFOQs)  and  Installation  Commander's  Quarters  (ICQ)  Kanagement,* 
October  30,  1986;  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Instruction 
(OPNAVINST)  11101. 19D,  "Management  of  Flag  and  General  Officer 
Quarters  (PtGOQ's),”  November  24,  1989;  and  Air  Force  Pamphlet 
(AFP)  90-6,  "The  Operation  and  Management  of  General  Officer 
Quarters  (GOQ),"  October  2,  1989. 
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r«plac«i«nt,  vhen  operation  and  aaintananc*  coats  are 
consistently  above  average.  The  recoaaendations  accospanying  the 
analyses  should  discuss  considerations  given  to  noneconosic 
factors,  like  sire,  location,  and  historic  or  architectural 
significance.  OPNAVINST  11101. 19D  requires  that  an  econosic 
analysis  be  submitted  in  support  of  requested  work  when  the 
average  annual  maintenance  and  repair  costs  over  a  l-year  period 
exceed  $25,000  or  when  a  one-time  maintenance  and  repair 
expenditure  exceeding  $50,000  is  requested. 

In  addition  to  the  review  of  Quarters  7  at  Port  Myer,  we  also 
reviewed  11  more  of  the  total  137  GFOQ  in  the  NCR.  Our  sample 
was  made  up  of  four  GFOQ  from  each  Military  Department. 

Department  of  the  Xrmv.  Three  of  the  four  GFOQ  we  reviewed 
involved  LIIP  projects. 

Quarters  7  at  Port  Myer.  The  actual  expenditure  for 
FY  1990  was  $199,591,  which  exceeded  the  congressionally  approved 
threshold  of  $196,010.  However,  the  excess  was  less  than  the 
25-percent  or  $5,000  increase;  therefore,  the  increases,  approved 
by  the  Department  of  Army,  were  accepteible.  A  large  portion  of 
this  expenditure  ($159,257  or  80  percent)  was  for  the  replacement 
of  the  heating,  ventilation,  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  system. 
The  annual  reports  for  Quarters  7  were  accurate  based  on  review 
of  service  orders  and  material  inspection  and  receiving  reports. 
Work  requests  were  approved  by  appropriate  housing  and 
engineerinr  officials. 

The  justification  for  the  replacement  of  the  HVAC  system  was 
attributable  to  high  utility  bills,  numerous  service  calls,  and 
system  inefficiency  based  on  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the 
existing  HVAC  system.  The  Norfolk  District,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
prepared  a  study  to  determine  the  most  r  st-effective  HVAC 
replacement  system. 

Quarters  2  at  Port  Myer.  The  operation,  maintenance, 
and  repair  costs  for  FYs  1988  through  1990  totaled  $256,037.  of 
these  costs,  77  percent  ($196,489)  was  to  replace  the  HVAC 
system;  to  renovate  two  bathrooms;  and  to  replace  the  chimney, 
the  front  porch,  and  the  rear  porch.  The  work  was  properly 
planned,  was  submitted  as  part  of  the  annual  budget,  and  was 
accurately  reported.  Approval  for  the  purchases  was  obtained 
through  appropriate  contracting  personnel,  and  costs  did  not 
exceed  the  congressional  approved  amounts.  An  economic  analysis 
was  performed  to  justify  replacement  of  the  HVAC  system.  The 
secretary  of  the  Army  recommended  *'I>e  system's  replacement,  and 
Congress  concurred  with  a  revised  FY  1989  budget  request.  The 
design,  replacement,  and  administrative  cost  for  replacing  the 
HVAC  system  was  $131,761.  The  design  and  renovation  cost  for  the 
two  bathrooms  was  $13,396  and  was  appropriately  Included  in  the 
FY  1989  budget.  The  replacement  of  the  chimney  and  the  front  and 


r««r  porch«s  ($51,333)  v«r«  individually  raportad  in  tha  original 
FY  1988  budgat  as  axcaading  tha  $25,000  aaintananca  and  rapcir 
thraahold.  Howavar,  an  add-on  Any  budgat  was  subaittad  to 
Incraasa  tha  Tt  1988  budgat  to  accosaodata  this  oaission,  which 
was  approvad  by  tha  Any  and  Congress. 

Quartars  S  at  Port  MeVair.  Tha  operation,  aaintanajw;a, 
and  repair  casts  for  FYs  1988  through  1990  totaled  $131,435. 
Repair  projects  included  replacing  tha  kitchen  ceiling,  painting 
tha  interior,  raupholstaring  furniture,  purchasing  kitchen 
appliances,  and  repairing  tha  roof.  These  projects  accounted  for 
$61,040  (46  percent)  of  tha  expenditures  on  Quartan  8.  The  work 
was  properly  planned,  aubaitted  as  part  of  th*  annual  budget,  and 
accurately  reported.  Approval  for  purchases  was  obtained  through 
appropriate  contracting  personnel,  and  costs  did  not  exceed  the 
congressional  approved  aaounts. 

Quarters  1  at  Port  Belvoir.  The  operation, 
•aintenance,  and  repair  costs  for  FYs  1998  through  1990  totaled 
$70,779.  The  only  significant  expense  during  this  period  was 
$17,968  for  furnishings.  In  FYs  1988  and  1989,  costs  for 
furnishings  totaled  approxiuately  $1,995  and  $1,061, 
respectively.  However,  d\u:ing  FY  1990,  $14,912  was  spent  on 
furnishings  during  a  change  of  occupancy.  All  purchases  for 
furnishings  were  properly  certified  by  appropriate  housing  or 
finimee  aanageaent  personnel  and  approved  at  the  Directorate  of 
Engineering  and  Rousing  level.  Any  uajor  cousand  level,  or  at 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Any  level  as  appropriate. 

Peoartaent  of  the  Haw.  Revitalization  of  the  at  the 
Washington  Kavy  Yard  was  being  accoaplishad  in  three  phases  as 
whole-house  projects.  Phase  1,  which  was  coapleted,  included 
Quarters  L,  Ll,  M,  R,  0,  and  F.  Phase  2  is  ongoing  and  includes 
Quarters  A,  C,  a,  and  G.  Phase  3  includes  Quarters  B,  D,  E,  K, 
and  V  and  is  scheduled  for  future  rehabilitation.  The  projects 
include  conversion  froa  steaa  heating  to  gas  heating,  conversion 
froa  individual  air  conditioning  units  to  central  air,  reaoval  of 
asbestos,  and  preservation  of  historic  features  in  the 
facilitiss.  All  phases  were  included  in  the  annual  budgets  and 
had  congressional  approval. 

We  reviewed  the  four  GFOQ  in  Phase  2.  These  units  have  been  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  since  1973.  The 
rehabilitation  of  Quarters  A  and  C  was  coapleted  and  did  not 
exceed  congressionally  approved  funding  liaits.  Quarters  G  and  U 
were  under  renovation  at  the  tiae  of  our  audit,  and  the  projected 
cost  to  coiq>lete  the  renovations  was  below  funding  liaits.  The 
total  costs  for  these  units  are  follows: 
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Total  Coats  for  8olocto4  OTOQ  ftoBoratioM 


Quarters 
f Location! 

operation 
n  12Sfl 

$46,074 

Total 

and  Maintenance  Costs 

FY  1989  FY  1990^ 

Total  Major 
Repair  Cost 
n  1990 

A 

(Navy  Yard) 

$45,920 

$569,589 

$543,600 

C 

(Navy  Yard) 

16,936 

9,188 

435,435 

426,900 

G 

(Navy  Yard) 

22,511 

11,549 

344,149 

335,600 

D 

(Navy  Yard) 

32,937 

16,000 

409,768 

386,200 

Econooic  analyses  were  prepared  for  Quarters  A,  C,  G,  and  0  to 
deteraine  whether  renovation  or  new  construction  was  econosically 
preferred  Kew  construction  was  the  preferred  alternative  for 
Quarters  A  and  U,  and  renovation  was  the  preferred  alternative 
for  Quarters  C  and  G.  However,  since  these  units  are  historic, 
none  could  ke  replaced  with  a  new  dwelling.  Essential  repairs 
were  aade  to  the  four  quarters  since  deferral  of  critical  repairs 
would  have  resulted  in  increases  in  out-year  aaintenancs,  repair, 
and  utility  costs. 

PenartMent  of  the  Air  Force.  Bolling  AFB  initiated  a  phased 
prograa  of  %rtiole-house  projects  for  six  GPOQ  in  FTf  1991  st  an 
estiaated  cost  of  $282,000  per  house,  six  GFOQ  in  FY  1992  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $290,000  per  house,  and  six  GFOQ  in  FY  1993  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $299,000  per  house.  Bolling  AFB  also 
planned  to  repair  the  interiors  of  six  GFOQ  in  FY  1994  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $225,000  per  house.  'ms  DoD  Comptroller 
Program  Budget  Decision  (PBO)  321  recommended  cancellation  of  the 
FY  1991  Air  Force  projects,  ^ich  reduced  the  Air  Force  budget 
submission  by  $1.6  million.  The  PBD  also  directed  the  Air  Force 
to  develop  a  lower-cost  alternative  to  include  only  essential 
efforts  needed  to  maintain  these  housing  units.  me  Air  Force 
stated  that  it  had  compared  the  planned  projects  with  commercial 
and  similar  DoD  projects  and  found  that  its  estimated  costs  were 
in  line  with  the  work  and  scope  at  other  installations. 

He  selected  the  four  GFOQ  (Quarters  25,  26,  27,  and  31) 
specifically  mentioned  in  the  allegations  from  Senator  Nunn  for 
an  indcpth  analysis.  me  operation,  maintenance,  and  repair 
costs  for  FYs  1988  through  1990  totaled  $292,081  for  the  four 
GFOQ  reviewed  indepth.  He  toured  the  four  GFOQ,  interviewed 
responsible  personnel,  and  reviewed  supporting  documentation, 
our  review  found  no  problems  with  the  approval  process  or  the 


2/ Includes  FY  1990  total  major  repair  costs. 
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porting  docua«ntation  for  th«  xonovatlon  projects  for  th«M 
ilitias. 


Dael«ioM>>ina  authority.  GFOQ  ranovation  raquiraaanta  ara 
araliy  dafinad  by  Govamoant  parsonnal  rathar  tlum  tba 
upant.  Wa  raviavad  plans  and  projects  that  vara  basad  on 
upant  obsarvations  of  probless,  analyaas  of  utilitias  costs  to 
.araina  necessity  for  systea  replacasant,  and  itaas  idantifiad 
-cugb  joint  valk-throughs  prior  to  and  during  changa  of 
.■upancy.  Tha  valk-throughs  ara  nonaliy  perforsad  by  parsonnal 
m  Paaily  Rousing,  GFOQ  of f ica  (Bolling  kFB  only) ,  anginaaring 
rsonnal,  amd  tha  currant  and  futura  occupants.  Tha  cxirrant 
nipant  has  knowladga  of  problass  that  axist  in  tha  housa,  and 
I  futura  occvpant  has  tha  opportunity  to  idantify  problass  that 
Lst  prior  to  taking  up  residancs.  This  practica  is  allowed  in 
I  privata  sactor  by  any  prudant  landlord. 

found  that  Govemnant  parsonnal  controllad  all  itass  procvurad 
1  sarvicas  parforsad  on  tha  GFOQ  avan  if  tha  initial  suggastion 
■  providad  by  tha  occupant.  All  n<>cassary  paparvork  was 
naratad  by  Govamsant  personnel  and  signature  approvals  vara 
van  by  Govamsant  personnel. 

for  costs  raviavad.  Our  review  of  tha  12  GFOQ  found 
at  saintananca  projects  addressed  genuine  needs,  extended  tha 
ves  of  tha  houses,  and  vara  properly  planned  and  approved, 
ng-ranga  plans  vara  davalopcd  for  tha  GFOQ  so  that  necessary 
oration  and  saintananca  could  be  accosplishad  in  a  prudant 
nnar.  Tha  Navy  and  Air  Force  attaxptad  to  accosplish 
lOle-housa  revitalization  projects  and  cosprahansiva  repair 
ojacts  in  order  to  extend  the  lives  of  tha  houses  and  reduce 
iture  operation  and  saintananca  costs.  A  review  of  long-range 
ans  and  vhola-housa  revitalization  projects  indicated  that 
ijor  isprovesents  ware  planned,  and  lover-cost  alternatives  vara 
opcrly  evaluated. 

iRMlinr  7f  we  found  no  delegation 
'  decisionsaking  responsibilities  given  to  spouses  for  GFOQ  at 
»rt  Myar,  Fort  McNair,  or  Fort  Balvoir.  overall,  Govamsant 
irsonnal  deteraincKi  tha  need  for  isprovesents  to  GFOQ  within  tha 
31.  At  Washington  Navy  Yard  and  Bolling  AFB,  va  found  that 
illpapar  selections  vara  influenced  by  spouses.  At  Bolling  AFB, 
la  wallpaper  cost  an  average  of  $2,000  for  each  hose  where 
illpapering  was  accosplishad  at  changa  of  occupancy.  Change  of 
!cupancy  occurs  on  average  of  every  3  years.  Therefore,  tha 
illpapar  selection  represents  only  3  percent  of  tha  saintananca 
id  repair  threshold  of  $25,000  par  year. 
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APPENDIX  A  -  L«tt«r  srom  Senator  Roth,  datad  Saptaabar  20,  1990 
APPENDIX  B  •  Activltiaa  visltad  or  Contaccad 
APPENDIX  C  >  Report  Dlatribution 


Ilittd  ;5utzi  iSaatr 


f> 

S«ptMb«r  20,  tf>r 


■oaorabl*  Su«m  J.  Cr««fordl 
laapMcter 

OapartMM  •(  Oa(«»M 
4M  lor  1**7  Orl«* 

UrllagtM,  f«.  2I2M 

0»4r  iMpaetttr  CcMrat  Cravferdi 

TtauMUr'a  tMktAfCM  Po«t  nport^d  tiMt  th»  krar  vm 
■pawdlat  tlSl.klf  t*  r*M<pa«*  OMrtan  7  a*  Fort  lT«r  (»t 
•<  e!s«  Air  Fa«««  CU*f  •(  Staff.  I  was  aazprlaad  by  Ota 
x*potta4  coat  »*  saaoaatleaa  aad  tka  aaaartlaa  tkat  tha  taak 
ct  «aci41ag  «hat  lapTtwraaanta  ara  aaadad  la  a  faactloa  Uiat 
tea  teaa  4ala«ataS  *  to  apoaaaa.* 

I  aoalS  llAa  far  jour  offlca  to  aa<Ut  tte  caat  af 
ranavatlaa  of  Qaartara  7  aa4  a  aaapla  af  atter  atallar 
^•artara.  Taar  aadit  atealS  laelada  a  datanlMtlaa  af  vte 
ta  ratyanalAla  far  4atatainiaf  tte  aaad  far  lapraaaaaata  aa4 
atetter  tte  lap.'eaaaaata  ara  aera  aataMtaa  ttea  aacaatary. 

If  jac  teaa  aar  ^aaatlaaa  or  voaM  llte  ta  Slaeaaa  tMa 
aattar  fartAort  alaaaa  foal  fraa  ta  call  aa  or  b.  Deral  at 
t}«*3(27.  Thla  raqaaat  aaa  dlaeaaaaS  tetaaas  Ir.  Paral  aa4 
aaatera  af  jaar  ataft  aarllar. 


trx/fad 


villlw  V.  Batli,  Jr. 
Vaita4  ftatat  Saaata 


kpyEMDix  1  -  mCTITITHa  TiaiTlP  Q1  comtxctto 


Office  of  th<  secretary  of  Defense 

Conptroller  of  the  Departaent  of  Defense,  Washington,  DC 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations) , 

Washington,  DC 

P^p^rtagpt  Of 

Headquarters,  Arsy  Military  District  of  Washington,  Fort  McNair, 
Washington,  DC 

Headquarters,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Washington,  DC 
Aray  Corps  of  Engineers,  Baltiaore  District,  Engineering  Activity 
Capital  Area,  Procureuent  Support  Branch,  Caaeron  Station, 
Alexandria,  Virginia 

Aray  Engineering  and  Housing  Support  Center,  Fort  Belvoir, 
Alexandria,  VA 

Faaily  Housing  Office,  Fort  Belvoir,  Alexandria,  VA 
Fetal ly  Housing  Office,  Fort  Myer,  Arlington,  VA 

Deoartaent  of  the  Navy 

Headquarters,  Naval  District  of  Washington, 

Washington  Navy  Yard,  Washington,  DC 
Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Coaaand,  Alexandria,  VA 
Visiting  Flag  Office,  Washington  Navy  Yard,  Washington,  DC 
Faaily  Housing  Office,  Naval  Station  Anacostia,  Washin^on,  DC 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Headquarters,  Air  Force  District  of  Washington, 

Bolling  AFB,  Washington,  DC 
Procurement  Office,  Andrews  AFB,  Suitland,  MD 
General  Officers'  Quarters  Office,  Bolling  AFB,  Washington,  DC 
Air  Force  Non-Appropriated  Fund  Purchasing  Office,  Randolph  AFB, 
San  Antonio,  Texas 

Non-DoD  Federal  Organizations 

Permanent  Senate  Subcoaaittec  on  Investigations, 

Coaaittee  on  Governmental  Affairs,  Washington,  DC 

Office  of  the  Honorable  Senator  Williaa  V.  Roth,  Jr.,  United 
States  Senate,  Washington,  DC 
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Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics) 

Coaptroller  of  the  Departaent  of  Defense 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations) 


Secretary  of  the  Aray 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Aray  (Installations  and 
Logistics) 

Chief  of  Engineers,  Aray  Corps  of  Engineers 
Auditor  General,  Aray  Audit  Agency 

Inspector  General,  Departaent  of  the  Aray  (Operations  Division) 


Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Vavy  (Financial  Manageaent) 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Installations  «md 
Environaent) 

Coaptroller  of  the  Navy 

Coaaander,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Coamaixl 
Auditor  General,  Naval  Audit  Service 


Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Manageaent 
and  Coaptroller) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Manpower,  Reserve 
Affairs,  Installations  euid  Environaent) 

Auditor  General,  Air  Force  Audit  Agency 


Director,  Office  of  Management  end  Budget 

General  Accounting  Office,  National  Security  and  International 
Affairs  Division,  Technical  Information  Center 


AmiPii.  g-T  BifQii  aitmimcM 

Hfia-DflP  ActiYiti«t  Md.IndiYlduali  (cont'd) 


Chaiman  and  Ranking  Minority  Maabar  of  tha  Folj.ovlng 
Congrassional  Coaaittaas: 

Sanata  Subconittaa  on  Dafanaa,  Conittaa  on  Appropriations 

Sanata  Coaaittaa  on  Araad  Sarvicaa 

Sanata  Conittaa  on  Govamaantal  Affairs 

Sanata  Salact  Conittaa  on  Intalliganca 

Housa  Conittaa  on  Appropriations 

Housa  Subconittaa  on  Oaf  ansa,  Conittaa  on  Appropriations 
Housa  Conittaa  on  Arsad  sarvicaa 
Housa  Conittaa  on  Govamaant  Oparations 
Housa  Pamnant  Salact  Conittaa  on  Intalliganca 
Housa  Subconittaa  on  Ovarsight  and  Evaluation,  Housa 
Pamnant  Salact  Conittaa  on  Intalliganca 
Housa  Subconittaa  on  Lagislation  and  Mational  Sac\irity, 
Conittaa  on  Govamsant  Oparations 

Tha  Honorable  Hillias  V.  Roth,  Jr.,  Dnitad  States  Senate 
Tha  Honor2Uola  Saa  Nunn,  United  States  Sanata 


David  K.  StaansM,  Diraetor,  Contract  KanaqaMnt  Diraotorata 

Wayno  X.  Xilllon,  Audit  Pro^au  Diractor 

Carolyn  R.  Nilboum,  Audit  Projact  Kanagar 

John  M.  Dalawara,  Sanior  Auditor 

Robart  A.  McGriff,  Auditor 

Calf rid  S.  Orr,  Auditor 

Saan  P.  Ryan,  Auditor 


